This rationale dovetails neatly with some managerial constraints. That is, despite the aspirations of program advocates, new programs cannot be emplaced all at once, but must be introduced in stages, e.g., ser-vices are delayed for some.  The argument for the ethicality of random assignment to scarce resources is not especially pertinent when the manager can simply spread resources more thinly, e.g., by expanding the size of classes dedicated to special instruction in tests of training projects.
Law
Randomized field tests have received attention only recently from the courts and from constitutional scholars. The attention, however, has been thorough and productive.
Pertinent court decisions, for example, include Aguayo v. Richardson and California Weifare Rights Organizations v. Richardson.  These cases challenged the use of randomized experiments in assessing welfare programs, but the challenges were dismissed by the court. Legal analyses of such cases are given by Breger (1983) and Teitelbaum (1983); Bermant et al. (1978), Federal Judicial Center (1983), and Rivlin and Timpane (1975) give more general treatments. Statutes that recognize the legitimacy of randomized experiments are scarce, however, and that is one reason for recommending explicit reference to randomized experiments in law.
The People Targeted for Services: Characteristics, Access, and Number
Surveys prior to mounting a field test are essential to ensure that people targeted for Service or action are (a) identifiable, (b) trainable in the experimental regimen and (c) sufficient in number to war ran t the Investment in a controlled randomized experiment.
Program managers sometimes promise to randomize because they presume the target population is large enough to permit random assignment of individuals to "program" versus "control" conditions or to program variations. The presumption has been wrong at times in medical research, e.g., experiments in day care for the chronically ill during the late 1970s.  It has also been wrong in educational research, notably in attempts to do randomized field experiments on Head Start preschool programs and in planned variations. And i t has been wrong in manpower training programs prior to 1966, to judge from Rossi's (1969) descrip-tion of the National Opinion Research Center's (NORC's) failure to recruit enough clients for experimental tests of an employment training program.  If there are too few individuals in need of the Service and who are accessible and willing to participate, one will be unable to execute an experiment well.
The reasons for error in the presumption include ignorance:  It is often very hard to estimate the number of those in need of special Services, harder to identify them, and at times harder still to under-stand how to train them in a program. They include greed, of course.

